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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 28 
January 2010 has been entered. 



Status of Claims 

2. Claims 1-9, 11-15, and 17-20 are pending and have been examined. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 2 nd Paragraph 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1-9, 11-15, and 1 7-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

4. With respect to claim 1 , it is unclear what is intended by "and otherwise", it would 
appear as though the two clauses being joined by the term "and" are mutually exclusive 
and therefore should be simply "otherwise" or possibly "or otherwise". 
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5. With respect to claim 1 , this claim is rejected because it is unclear what is 
intended by the use of the term "new". For example, possible interpretations are new to 
the claim, new to the system, new fields or merely this field is simply entitled "new". It is 
similarly unclear what is intended by the term "current". 

6. Claims 9 and 15 are rejected under the same rationale as claim 1 above. 

7. Dependant claims not specifically rejected above are rejected by virtue of 
depending from a rejected claim. 

8. With respect to claim 6 it is unclear how a "table controls an initial placement of 
the first key reference on the second table." because a table from a logical sense is 
merely data storage. For the purposes of compact prosecution the examiner will 
interpret this as a foreign key constraint as it is well known in the art of databases that 
the values of a foreign key in one row of a referencing column must occur in a single 
row in the referenced table, which would in a sense "control" the initial placement of a 
key reference. However such control is enforced by the database engine and not the 
table. 

9. With respect to claim 7 is it unclear how a "second table controls each variable 
used to distinguish a first deductible variable from a second deductible variable." For the 
purposes of compact prosecution the examiner will interpret this as a foreign key 
constraint as it is well known in the art of databases that the values of a foreign key in 
one row of a referencing column must occur in a single row in the referenced table, 
which would in a sense "control" the initial placement of a key reference. However such 
control is enforced by the database engine and not the table. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 0. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

11. Claim 1-7, 9, 11-15, and 17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lencki et al., US 2002/0049617 A1 (hereinafter Lencki) in view of 
Cms et al., Patent Number 5133068 (hereinafter Cms). 

As per claim 1: 

Lencki teaches method of managing deductibles for insurance policies, the 
method comprising: 

Policy variables; 

a default deductible and a new deductible; 

comparing the default deductible with a current deductible to generate a result; 

and determining a deductible amount for a related policy renewal based on the 
result of the comparing the default deductible with the current deductible, wherein if the 
default deductible is less than the current deductible, then using the current deductible 
to determine the deductible amount, and otherwise using the default deductible to 
determine the deductible amount (see at least paragraph [01 18]). 

Lencki does not, however Cms teaches: 

A first and second key reference; 
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providing a plurality of interrelated tables from a storage device to a 
microprocessor of a computer system (see figures 3 and 4); 

providing a plurality of variables for each table to the microprocessor (see figures 
3 and 4); 

providing a first key reference in a first table to the microprocessor, the first key 
reference identifying a first specific group of the variables (see figure 4 "WORKDEPT"); 

matching the first key reference to a second table by the microprocessor, the first 
key reference identifying a second specific group of variables and a plurality of 
additional key references (see figure 3), 

matching the plurality of additional key references to a plurality of respective 
additional tables by the microprocessor, the additional key references identifying a 
plurality of additional specific groups of variables (see at least figure 5); 

accessing, by the microprocessor, the second table using the first key reference 
to retrieve a value (see at least figure 5); 

12. While Lencki does not teach the database structure as claimed, Lencki does 
teach a database (see at least paragraph [0096]). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the Lencki reference to leverage the use of a database 
as was well known to do in the art at the time of the invention for the obvious 
advantages gained by using a database. For example, ease of upsizing, ease of data 
manipulation, ease of archiving, etc. Further more automating the process of Lencki is 
obvious it is an old and well known method which is gain obvious and well known 
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advantages such as ease of use and limiting mistakes by limiting options (see also 
MPEP 2144.04). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
the Lencki teachings to include the automation and database structure of Cms to obtain 
the invention as specified in claim 1 . 

13. As per claim 2: 

Lencki teaches the method as defined in claim 1 further comprising: 

providing a geographical variable (see figure 17c), a transaction variable (see at 

least paragraph [0292]) and an effective policy date variable (see at least paragraph 

[0222]). 

14. Lencki does not teach these fields are in the first table. However it would have 
been obvious to include these fields in a first table because the result is merely a design 
choice and does not result in any unobvious improvements over the prior art. 

15. As per claim 3: 

Lencki teaches the method as defined in claim 2 further comprising: 
providing a first deductible variable and a second deductible variable (see at 
least paragraph [0118]). 

16. Lencki does not teach these fields are in the second table. However it would 
have been obvious to include these fields in a second table because the result is merely 
a design choice and does not result in any unobvious improvements over the prior art. 
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17. As per claim 4: 

Lencki teaches the method as defined in claim 3 further comprising: 
providing variables distinguishing deductibles available to the policies (see at 
least paragraph [0118]). 

18. Lencki does not teach these fields in one of the additional tables. However it 
would have been obvious to include these fields in one of the additional tables because 
the result is merely a design choice and does not result in any unobvious improvements 
over the prior art. 

19. As per claim 5: 

Lencki does not teach the method as defined in claim 3 further comprising: 
in another of the additional tables, providing variables identifying change from the 
default deductible to the current deductible. 

20. However Official Notice is taken that it was old and well known at the time of the 
invention to log transactions in a database (such as the version of Microsoft SQL Server 
7 specifically recited in Lencki reference, paragraph [0097]). The result is merely a 
consequence of design choice and does not result in any unobvious improvements over 
the prior art. 

21. As per claim 6: 

Lencki does not teach the method as defined in claim 1 , wherein the first table 
controls an initial placement of the first key reference on the second table. 

22. However Cms teaches the use of a foreign key (see figures 2, 3, 4, 5 and column 
1 lines 26-49). It would have been obvious to use foreign keys because this ensures 
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what is known as "referential integrity" and the improvements this provides, such as 
ensuring data integrity, are obvious and well known. The result is merely a 
consequence of design choice and does not result in any unobvious improvements over 
the prior art. 

23. As per claim 7: 

Lencki does not teach the method as defined in claim 1 , wherein the second 
table controls each variable used to distinguish a first deductible variable from a second 
deductible variable. 

24. However Cms teaches the use of a foreign key (see figures 2, 3, 4, 5 and column 
1 lines 26-49). It would have been obvious to use foreign keys because this ensures 
what is known as "referential integrity" and the improvements this provides, such as 
ensuring data integrity, are obvious and well known. The result is merely a 
consequence of design choice and does not result in any unobvious improvements over 
the prior art. 

25. As per claim 9: 

A tangible computer-readable medium comprising computer-executable 
instructions for: 

providing a plurality of interrelated tables including a first table, a second table, 
and a third table; 

providing a plurality of policy variables in each table; 

providing a first key reference in the first table for identifying a first specific group 
of the variables; 
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accessing the second table using the first key reference to retrieve a default 
deductible, wherein the second table includes an available deductible key reference and 
a new deductible key reference; 

comparing the default deductible with a current deductible to generate a result; 
and determining a deductible amount for a related policy renewal based on the result of 
the comparing the default deductible with the current deductible, wherein if the default 
deductible is less than the current deductible, then using the current deductible to 
determine the deductible amount, and otherwise using the default deductible to 
determine the deductible amount, wherein the variables in the first table include a 
geographical variable, a transaction variable and an effective policy date variable; 

wherein the variables in the second table include first deductible variables and 
second deductible variables; 

and wherein the variables in the third table distinguishes deductibles available to 
the policies. 

26. This claim is rejected under the same rationale as claim 4 above. 

27. As per claim 11: 

The computer-readable medium as defined in claim 9, wherein the first key 
reference identifies a first specific group of variables. 

28. This claim is rejected under the same rationale as claim 9 above. 

29. As per claim 12: 

The computer-readable medium as defined in claim 1 1 , wherein the first key 
reference is matched to the second table. 
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30. This claim is rejected under the same rationale as claim 9 above. 

31. As per claim 13: 

The computer-readable medium as identified in claim 12, wherein the first key 
reference identifies a second specific group of variables and a plurality of additional key 
references. 

32. This claim is rejected under the same rationale as claim 9 above. 

33. As per claim 14: 

The computer-readable medium as identified in claim 13, wherein the plurality of 
additional key references are matched to a plurality of respective additional tables. 

34. This claim is rejected under the same rationale as claim 4 above. 

35. As per claim 15: 

An information handling system for managing deductibles for insurance policies 
comprising: 

a storage device storing a program; 

a processor coupled to the storage device and operative with the program for 
processing data in a plurality of interrelated tables; 
a plurality of policy variables in each table; 

the variables in a first table including a geographical variable, a transaction 
variable, an effective policy date variable, and a first key reference; 

the variables in a second table including first deductible variables and second 
deductible variables being accessed using the first key reference, wherein the second 
table includes an available deductible key reference and a new deductible key 



Application/Control Number: 10/649,237 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 3695 

reference, and wherein the deductible variables determine a deductible amount for a 
related policy renewal based on a comparison of the a default deductible with a current 
deductible, wherein if the default deductible is less than the current deductible as 
determined by the comparison, then the deductible amount is based on the current 
deductible and otherwise then the deductible amount is based on the default deductible; 

and the variables in a further table distinguishing deductibles available to the 
policies. 

36. This claim is rejected under the same rationale as claim 4 above. 

37. As per claim 17: 

The system as defined in claim 15, wherein the first key reference identifies a 
first specific group of variables. 

38. This claim is rejected under the same rationale as claim 4 above. 

39. As per claim 18: 

The system as defined in claim 17, wherein the first key reference is matched to 
the second table. 

40. This claim is rejected under the same rationale as claim 4 above. 

41. As per claim 19: 

The system as identified in claim 18, wherein the first key reference identifies a 
second specific group of variables and a plurality of additional key references. 

42. This claim is rejected under the same rationale as claim 4 above. 
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43. As per claim 20: 

The system as identified in claim 19, wherein the plurality of additional key 
references are matched to a plurality of respective additional tables. 

44. This claim is rejected under the same rationale as claim 4 above. 

45. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lencki in 
view of Cms and Harrell et al., US 2002/0156656 A1 (hereinafter Harrell). 

46. As per claim 8: 

Lencki does not disclose the method as defined in claim 7, wherein the additional 
tables respectively provide variables distinguishing deductibles available to the policies 
and identifying change from the default deductible to the current deductible. 

47. However Harrell teaches tables provide variables distinguishing deductibles 
available to the policies (see at least paragraph [0134]). It would have been obvious to 
incorporate in the practice of choosing deductibles of Lencki, the practice of selecting 
the deductibles from Harrell because this would present only deductibles that apply 
according to specified information. Further because the claimed invention is merely a 
combination of old elements, and in the combination, each element merely would have 
performed the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art 
would have recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 

48. Further Official Notice is taken that it was old and well known at the time of the 
invention to log transactions in a table in a database (such as the version of Microsoft 
SQL Server 7 specifically recited in Lencki reference, paragraph [0097]). The result is 
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merely a consequence of design choice and does not result in any unobvious 
improvements over the prior art. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-9, 11-15, and 17-20 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to RYAN D. DONLON whose telephone number is 
(571 )270-3602. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 
7:30am to 5:00pm EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Charles Kyle can be reached on (571 ) 272-6746. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Examiner, Art Unit 3695 
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